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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . Claims 1 - 16 are pending for examination. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C, 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1 - 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

a. The following terms lack proper antecedent basis: 

i. the components, said several components - claim 10; 



b. The claim language in the following claims is not clearly understood: 

ii. As to claim 1 , at lines 6 - 8, it is not clearly understood what "data 
acquisition, by means of the running time system, of data of a second 
component into said first component" means (i.e., is data acquisition of the 
second component calls the first component); at lines 8 - 1 1 , it is not 
clearly understood what "data disposal, by means of the running time 
system, of data of said first component into said second component" 
means (i.e., is data disposal of the first component calls the second 
component). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fornns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject nnatter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1,3-6, and 8 - 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Purtilo "Improving Module reuse by interface adaptation" p. 
208 - 217 in view of Srivastava, US patent no. 6,473,768. 

6. Purtilo was cited in the last office action. 

7. As to claim 1, Purtilo teaches a program flow method in a program component 
system, comprising a running time system (system can create an execution-time 
module, p. 208 col. 2 paragraph 1) and several components (components, p. 210 col. 2 
paragraph 3), each having one program portion, the method comprising the steps of: 

a) data acquisition (calling module, p. 210 paragraph 4) by means of the 
running time system (runtime, page 208, col. 1 last paragraph), of data of a second 
component into the first component. 

b) data disposal (called module, p. 210 paragraph 1), by means of the 
running time system, of data of the first component into the second component. 

Purtilo teaches first and second components programmer-defined interfaces. 
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However, Purtilo does hot explicitly teach first and second components without 
any need for programmer-defined interfaces. 

Srivastava teaches components calling without any need for programmer-defined 
interfaces (add new components with interfaces at runtime, see abstract and col. 3 lines 
55 - col. 4 lines 19, col. 5 lines 15-67, and col. 7 lines 30 - col. 8 lines 50). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of Purtilo and Srivasta's because 
Srivastava's creating new component with interfaces at runtime would provide the ability 
to handle more interfaces or components to the calling or called components without 
pre-defined interfaces, and so the system can handle more flexible data requests. 

8. As to claim 3 and 4, Srivastava teaches the step of data acquisition and/or data 
disposal is carried out without the cooperation of the second component when the new 
interface is not needed (no need to add new components and interfaces, col. 3 lines 55 
- col. 4 lines 1 9, col, 5 lines 1 5 - 67, and col. 7 lines 30 - col. 8 lines 50). 

9. As to claim 5, Srivastava teaches the step of data is kept in a region (col. 5 lines 
15-25). 

1 0. As to claims 6 and 8, Purito teaches the steps of directly access data region 
local and /or non-persistent data (page 209, col. 2 last paragraph). 
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11. As to claim 9, Purtilo teaches docking point (annotated actual paranneter list is 
provided, p. 210 col. 2 paragraph 5). 

12. As to claim 10, Purtilo teaches the steps of: 

a) docking points (annotated actual parameter list is provided, p. 210 col. 2 
paragraph 5) corresponding to an inheritance parameter; 

b) modifying the components where at least one docking point was found by 
entering call information (the annotated actual parameter list is provided so that the 
programmer can pick and choose, p. 210 col. 1 section 2.1 and col. 2 paragraph 5) at 
each docking point found. 

Puritio does not explicitly teach inheritance parameter determined by a definition 
of the further component, and wherein the expansion of the program component system 
is completed without any need for programmer-defined expansion interfaces in the 
several components. 

However, Purtilo teaches the annotated parameter list having components 
describing the number, order, and type of argument (page. 10 section 2.1). 

Srivastava teaches inheritances (Java provides inheritances, abstract), and the 
expansion of the program component system is completed without any need for 
programmer-defined expansion interi'aces in the several components (add new 
components with new interfaces at runtime, abstract and col.3 lines 55 - col. 4 lines 19, 
col. 5 lines 15-67, and col. 7 lines 30 - col. 8 lines 50). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of Purtilo and Srivastava*s because 
Srivastava's creating new components and interfaces at runtime would provide the 
ability to handle more interfaces or components to the calling or called components 
without pre-defined interfaces, and so the system can handle more flexible data 
requests, 

13. As to claim 11, Purtilo teaches all interaction interfaces (actual interface pattern, 
p. 210 col. 2 paragraph 5). 

14. As to claim 12, Purtio teaches the steps of data fields are predefined as 
potential docking points (parameter list are predefined as can be annotated, p. 210 col. 
2 paragraph 5). 

15. As to claim 13, Purtilo teaches entering said call information into the docking 
point (the annotated actual parameter is used for entering information, p. 210 col. 2 
paragraph 5). 

16. As to claims 14 and 15, Srivatava teaches the step of generating at lease one 
binary object (generate Java byte-code objects, col. 1 lines 55 - 65 and col. 2 lines 37 - 
45) from the definition of the further component. 



Application/Control Number: 09/582,771 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2126 

17. Claims 2 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Purtilo "Improving Module resue by interface adaptation" p. 208 - 217 in 
view of Srivastava, US patent no. 6,473,768, and further in view of Craze US 
patent no. 5,809,564. 

18. Graze was cited in the last office action. 

19. As to claim 2, Purtilo and Srivastava do not teach the steps of the data 
transmitted during the data acquisition are transferred from a memory image portion of 
the second component into a transfer data region of the first component. 

Craze teaches the data transmitted during the data acquisition are transferred 
from a memory image portion (the return address identifies the location in the 
application heap where the CPU should continue processing when the called function 
returns to the calling function, col. 4 lines 1 - 20) of the second component into a 
transfer data region of the first component. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Purtilo, Srivastava, and Craze's 
because Craze's transferring data between heap in the stack without moving data out of 
the region would speeds up the process and quickly provide the data as requested. 



20. As to claim 7, Craze teaches a waiting list (stack, col. 4 lines 1-15). 
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21. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Purtilo "Improving Module resue by interface adaptation" p. 208 - 217 in view of 
Srivastava, US patent no. 6,473,768, and further In view of Nilsen, US patent no. 
6,438,573. 

22. As to claim 16, Purtilo and Srivastava do not explicitly teach the step of while 
generating each binary object, the memory allocation is considered in the one 
component of the program component system. 

Nilsen teaches the step of generating each binary object, the memory allocation 
(allocatableBytesO, col. 21 lines 10 - col. 12 lines 18) is considered in the one 
component of the program component system. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Purtilo, Srivastava, and Nilsen's 
system because Nilsen's allocating memory would be necessary to provide memory as 
needed to run the new interfaces. 

Response to Arguments 

23. Applicant's arguments, filed on 08/18/04, have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 



24. The prior art made of record but not relied upon request is considered to be 
pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Schofield, US patent no. 6,321,273, demonstrating a method for converting 
interfaces into platform independent format. 

25. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phuong N. Hoang whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3763. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 9:00 am to 
5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571)272-3756. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Infomnation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http;//pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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